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^ent Status of Patent Application 

n response to the Office Action dated April 10, 2006, Applicants respectfully request 
re| onsi( eration based on the following amendments and remarks. Applicants respectfully submit 
t thelclaims as presented are in condition for allowance. 
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REMARKS 
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egNTRALPA3j(CINTER 

JUL 1 0 2006 



Telephone Interview 



applicants first wish to express their sincere appreciation for the time that Examiner 
RJmafc ishnaiah spent with Applicants' Attorney, Charles W. Griggers dining a telephone 
di cuss on on June 16, 2006 regarding the outstanding Office Action. During this conversation, 
A plia nts 1 representative presented suggested amendments that were believed to overcome the 
ciltd re ferences and the cited references were discussed. However, a consensus was not reached 
dtlking his conversatioa Thus, Applicants respectfully request that Examiner carefully consider 
tqfe res >onse and the amendments contained herein. 

Re jection of Claims under 35 U.S.C. § 1 12. First Paragraph 



ea iblenent 



is not 



c< aoum nication 



C fice 



H 3(a) 
P tent 



The Office Action rejected claims 1-32 for allegedly failing to comply with the 
requirement In particular, the Office Action states that support in the specification 
hie to he found for "limitations such as detect which one of the plurality of registered 
devices was used to view notification first and rout the call to the registered 
e(j|nmifnication device that was used to view the notification first." Page 2. To advance 
pjjfjsecTftion, the claims have been amended and are believed to satisfy the concerns stated in the 



\ction. 



Rejection of Claims under 35 U.S.C. S 103(a) 



Claims 1, 3-10, 1<M6, 20-22, 24-25, 29-30, and 31 have been reeded under 35 U.S.C. § 
as being unpatentable over Archer (U.S. Patent No. 6,683,870) in view of Reding (U.S. 
Application Publication No. 2004/0213312 Al). Claims 2, 11-12, 23, and 32 have been 
ectei under 35 U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Archer in view of Reding in further 
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Cermak (U.S. Patent No. 6,763,095), Claims 13, 17-19, and 26-28 have been rejected 
uiiler 3k U.S.C. § 103(a) as being unpatentable over Archer in view of Reding in further view of 
G wok in further view of Balasuriya (U.S. Patent Publication No. 2003/0041048). It is well- 
es iblis led at law that, for a proper rejection of a claim under 35 U.S.C § 103 as being obvious 
bqt&l ufcon a combination of references, the cited combination of references must disclose, teach, 
oijfcuggfcst, either implicitly or explicitly, all elements/features/steps of the claim at issue. See, e.g., 
/J Re Dow Chemical, 5 U.S.RQ.2d 1529, 1531 (Fed. Cir. 1988), and In re Keller, 208 
UB.P.( (.2d 871, 881 (C.C.P.A. 1981). 

^ Claim 1 

As provided in independent claim 1, Applicants claim: 

An intelligent interactive call handling system, comprising: 

a central office operable to trigger a query responsive to receiving a call request 
for a called party at a called party telephone number; 

call-handling device coupled to the central office, the call-handling device operable to 
receive the query, and trigger an internet call routing query; 

an internet call routing system coupled to the calUhandling device, the 
internet call routing system being operable to receive the internet call routing 
query, send a notification of the incoming call to the called party at a plurality 
of registered communication devices that the called party is detected to be 
present, the notification prompting the called party for instruction for handling 
the incoming call, route the call in accordance with instruction from the called 
party that is received in reply to the notification; and route the call to the called 
party telephone number if no instruction is received from the called party in 
reply to the notification after a set period of time. 

(ifnph isis Added). 

Applicant respectfully submits that independent claim 1 is allowable for at least the 
hat Archer in view of Reding does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "an internet call 
system coupled to the call-handling device, the internet call routing system being 
to receive the internet call routing query, send a notification of the incoming call to the 
arty at a plurality of registered communication devices that the called party is detected to 
the notification prompting the called party for instruction for handling the incoming 
rolite the call in accordance with instruction from the called party that is received in reply to 
noffication; and route the call to the called party telephone number if no instruction is 
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from the called party in reply to the notification after a set period of time," as recited and 
zed above. 

*or example, Archer appears to disclose a system for a "find me" service where a call 
pllce tcl a telephone number for the "find me" service which causes call notifications to be sent to 
pi me r umbers in the called party's record "If any one of these locations pick up, a response IP 
p£ :ket : s sent to the packet-switched network. Upon receipt of the response packet, the packet- 
sv itche i network begins routing the packets from the caller to the called party's designation. . . . 
If 1 10 ni imbers in the primary group answer, the packet-switched network can then forward the 
C2(|l to 1 hie secondary group, which typically consists of a voice mail, or pager number." Col. 4, 
lilts 43-57. As such, in Archer, the called party telephone number is not answered, and the call 
is klwata forwarded to another number. Accordingly, Archer individually and in combination 
wf h Re ding fails to teach or suggest "an internet call routing system coupled to the call-handling 
d< ace, the internet call routing system being operable to receive the internet call routing query, 
sejld a notification of the incoming call to the called party at a plurality of registered 
ajlnmiiucation devices that the called party is detected to be present, the notification prompting 
th call sd party for instruction for handling the incoming call, route the call in accordance with 
in timet ion from the called party that is received in reply to the notification; and route the call to 
th ! call sd party telephone number if no instruction is received from the called party in reply to 
thft not fication after a set period of time," as recited in the claim. 

For example, Reding appears to disclose a system having a "notification server function 
5j) at the direction of application server function 516 may send a notification to user terminal 
1||2 thkt the user is presently receiving a phone call at user's phone 114." Para. 0066. 
A] cord ingly, Reding teaches that a notification is sent while an incoming call has already been 
di ecte< to a called party number. It fails to show at least to "route the call to the called party 
te spho ae number if no instruction is received from the called party in reply to the notification 
er a et period of time," as recited in claim 1 . Therefore, Reding fails to cure the deficiencies of 
Arc her reference in suggesting or teaching all of the claimed features in claim 1 . Therefore, a 
ma j icie case establishing an obviousness rejection by the proposed combination of Archer in 
w oj Reding has not been made. 

For at least this reason, the rejection of claim 1 should be withdrawn. 
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>. Claims 2-6 

because independent claim 1 is allowable over the cited art of record, dependent claims 
(wl ich depend from independent claim 1) are allowable as a matter of law for at least the 
1 lat the dependent claims contain all the steps and features of independent claim 1. See In 
5 U.SJP.Q.2d 1596, 1600 (Fed. Cir. 1988). Further, the cited art of Cermak fails to cure 
:iencies of the Archer and Reding references. 

Additionally and notwithstanding the foregoing reasons for allowability of claims 2-6, 
daims recite further features and/or combinations of features (as is apparent by 
nation of the claims themselves) that are patentably distinct from the references of record. 



:. Claim 7 

ks provided in independent claim 7, Applicants claim: 
An internet call routing system, comprising: 

receive logic operable to receive a call query to a called party telephone 
uumber from a call-handling device via a gateway; 

call notification logic being operable to send a notification to the called 
party via a plurality of registered communication devices that the called party is 
detected to be present, the notification prompting the called party for instruction 
for handling the incoming call; and 

forwarding logic coupled to the call notification logic, the forwarding 
logic being operable to forward a call associated with the call query to the 
registered communication device in accordance with instruction from the called 
party that is received in reply to the notification; and route the call to the called 
party telephone number if no instruction is received from the called party in 
reply to the notification after a set period of time. 

(jjjraph isis Added). 

Applicant respectfully submits that independent claim 7 is allowable for at least the 
r*sonlhat Archer in view of Reding does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "call notification 
1< pc 1 eing operable to send a notification to the called party via a plurality of registered 
c4mmi nication devices that tihe called party is detected to be present, the notification prompting 
titj 5 cal ed party for instruction for handling the incoming call; and forwarding logic coupled to 
tljfc cal notification logic, the forwarding logic being operable to forward a call associated with 
titjfe call query to the registered communication device in accordance with instruction from the 
called 5arty that is received in reply to the notification; and route the call to the called party 
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tel iphoi te number if no instruction is received from the called party in reply to the notification 
affpr a s 3t period of time," as recited and emphasized above. 

7 or example, Archer appears to disclose a system for a "find me" service where a call 
pi ce to a telephone number for the "find me" service which causes call notifications to be sent to 
ptj me i umbers in the called party's record "If any one of these locations pick up, a response IP 
pa| >ket : s sent to the packet-switched network. Upon receipt of the response packet, the packet- 
sv itche I network begins routing the packets from the caller to the called party's designation. . . 
If I io ni imbers in the primary group answer, the packet-switched network can then forward the 
caj 1 to pe secondary group, which typically consists of a voice mail, or pager number." Col 4, 
hi 3s 4: 



is 



57. As such, in Archer, the called party telephone number is not answered, and the call 
always forwarded to another number. Accordingly, Archer individually and in combination 
w h Re ding fails to teach or suggest "call notification logic being operable to send a notification 
toj the < ailed party via a plurality of registered communication devices that the called party is 
d^ ecte 1 to be present, the notification prompting the called party for instruction for handling the 
inj omii tg call; and forwarding logic coupled to the call notification logic, the forwarding logic 
b< ng c >eiable to forward a call associated with the call query to the registered communication 
di /ice in accordance with instruction from the called party that is received in reply to the 
n<j tificj tion; and route the call to the called party telephone number if no instruction is received 
m tb 3 called party in reply to the notification after a set period of time," as recited in the claim. 
For example, Reding appears to disclose a system having a "notification server function 
5fl0 at the direction of application server function 516 may send a notification tb user terminal 
1|2 thlt the user is presently receiving a phone call at user's phone 114." Para. 0066. 
A cord ngly 7 Reding teaches that a notification is sent while an incoming call has already been 
di ecte< to a called party number. It fails to show at least "route the call to the called party 
te spho le number if no instruction is received from the called party in reply to the notification 
afler a Jet period of time," as recited in claim 7. Therefore, Reding fails to cure the deficiencies of 
th| Archer reference in suggesting or teaching all of the claimed features in claim 7. Therefore, a 
p) ma J 2de case establishing an obviousness rejection by the proposed combination of Archer in 
v^ w o: Reding has not been made. 
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i. Claims 8-14 

\11 of the claimed features of independent claim 7 are not taught and suggested by Archer 
atjH Ret ing, as previously discussed. Further, the cited art of Cermak and Balasuriya fails to cure 
th deficiencies of the Archer and Reding combination in suggesting or teaching all of the claimed 
feiture^ in claims 8-14 (which depend from respective independent claim 7), Therefore, a prima 
ie c*e establishing an obviousness rejection by the proposed combination has not been made, 
refcfce, the rejections of claims 8-14 should be withdrawn. 
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Claim IS 

i\s provided in independent claim 15, Applicants claim: 

A method of providing intelligent interactive call handling, comprising the 
steps of: 

receiving a call query to a called party telephone number from a call- 
landling device via a gateway; 

sending a notification to the called party via a plurality of registered 
communication devices that the called party is detected to be present; 

connecting the call to the registered communication device in 
accordance with instruction from the called party that is received in reply to the 
notification; and 

routing the call to the called party telephone number if no instruction is 
received from the called party in reply to the notification after a set period of 
time. 



(I mph: isis Added). 
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>j tyi 



Tdi nee 1 



Applicant respectfully submits that independent claim 15 is allowable for at least the 
t that Archer in view of Reding does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "sending a 
tific* tion to the called party via a plurality of registered communication devices that the called 
detected to be present; connecting the call to the registered communication device in 
with instruction from the called party that is received in reply to the notification; and 
nj|itinglthe call to the called party telephone number if no instruction is received from the called 
reply to the notification after a set period of time," as recited and emphasized above. 
For example, Archer appears to disclose a system for a "find me" service where a call 
a telephone number for the "find me" service which causes call notifications to be sent to 
j jmmbers in the called party's record "If any one of these locations pick up, a response IP 
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pajftket i s sent to the packet-switched network. Upon receipt of the response packet, the packet- 
sv tche i network begins routing the packets from the caller to the called party's designation. . . - 
If 10 m imbers in the primary group answer, the packet-switched network can then forward the 
ca I to i le secondary group, which typically consists of a voice mail, or pager number/' Col 4, 
Hilts 43-57. As such, in Archer, the called party telephone number is not answered, and the call 
is felwais forwarded to another number. Accordingly, Archer individually and in combination 
wi h Rt ding fails to teach or suggest "sending a notification to the called party via a plurality of 
reBister sd communication devices that the called party is detected to be present; connecting the 
cdjl to i he registered communication device in accordance with instruction from the called party 
thftt is eceived in reply to the notification; and routing the call to the called party telephone 
minbei if no instruction is received from the called party in reply to the notification after a set 
p<jiod < if time," as recited in the claim. 

7 or example, Reding appears to disclose a system having a "notification server function 
5j|D at ihe direction of application server function 516 may send a notification to user terminal 
lfl2 thlt the user is presently receiving a phone call at user's phone 114." Para, 0066. 
Aflcordfngly, Reding teaches that a notification is sent while an incoming call has already been 
to a called party number. It fails to show at least "routing the call to One called party 
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spho le number if no instruction is received from the called party in reply to the notification 
d er a ;et period of time," as recited in claim 15. Therefore, Reding fails to cure the deficiencies 
oJjthe Archer reference in suggesting or teaching all of the claimed features in claim 15. Therefore, 
facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by the proposed combination of Archer 
of Reding has not been made. 



£ Claims 16-23 



All of the claimed features of independent claim 15 are not taught and suggested by Archer 
of Reding, as previously discussed. Further, the cited art of Cermak and Balasuriya fails to 
deficiencies of the Archer in view of Reding combination in suggesting or teaching all of 
features in claims 16-23 (which depend from respective independent claim 15). 
, a prima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by the proposed combination 
been made. Therefore, the rejections of claims 16-23 should be withdrawn. 
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i. Claim 24 

\s provided in independent claim 24, Applicants claim; 

A computer readable medium having a program for providing intelligent 
nteractive call handling, the program having instructions for perfonning the steps 
>f: 

receiving a call query to a called party telephone number from a call- 
landling device via a gateway; 

sending a notification to the called party via a plurality of registered 
communication devices that the called party is detected to be present; 
j connecting the call to the registered communication device in 
accordance with instruction from the called party that is received in reply to the 
notification; and 

routing the call to the called party telephone number if no instruction is 
received from the called party in reply to the notification after a set period of 

time. 

(^fnphi sis Added), 

Applicant respectfully submits that independent claim 24 is allowable for at least the 
refison that Archer in view of Reding does not disclose, teach, or suggest at least "sending a 
n<j ific? tion to the called party via a plurality of registered communication devices that the called 
pi ty i* detected to be present; connecting the call to the registered communication device in 
a< ?ordj nee with instruction from the called party that is received in reply to the notification; and 
rq iting the call to the called party telephone number if no instruction is received from the called 
pifty ii reply to the notification after a set period of time," as recited and emphasized above. 

For example, Archer appears to disclose a system for a "find me" service where a call 



plj ce t< 



Hi 

cdl to 
lii es 4: 



a telephone number for the "find me" service which causes call notifications to be sent to 



pl|me J lumbers in the called party's record "If any one of these locations pick up, a response IP 
ket s sent to the packet-switched network. Upon Teceipt of the response packet, the packet- 

switch? d network begins routing the packets from the caller to the called party's designation 

10 n imbers in the primary group answer, the packet-switched network can then forward the 
he secondary group, which typically consists of a voice mail, or pager number." Col. 4, 
-57. As such, in Archer, the called party telephone number is not answered, and the call 
isj ilwa f& forwarded to another number. Accordingly, Archer individually and in combination 
w h Ri ding fails to teach or suggest -sending a notification to the called party via a plurality of 
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rej ister ;d communication devices that the called party is detected to be present; connecting the 
ca|[ to tjie registered communication device in accordance with instruction from the called party 
eceived in reply to the notification; and routing the call to the called party telephone 
if no instruction is received from the called party in reply to the notification after a set 
pejiod <}f time," as recited in the claim. 

or example, Reding appears to disclose a system having a "notification server function 
Slfo at jhe direction of application server function 516 may send a notification to user terminal 
I tfct the user is presently receiving a phone call at user's phone 114." Para. 0066. 
Af cord ngly, Reding teaches that a notification is sent while an incoming call has already been 
di ectec to a called party number. It fails to show at least "routing the call to the called party 
te 5pho le number if no instruction is received from the called party in reply to the notification 
afjfer a Jet period of time," as recited in claim 24. Therefore, Reding fails to cure the deficiencies 
o§he jfycher reference in suggesting or teaching all of the claimed features in claim 24, Therefore, 
facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by the proposed combination of Archer 



view of Reding has not been made. 



bu Claims 25-32 

All of the claimed features of independent claim 24 are not taught and suggested by Archer 
inftaew of Reding, as previously discussed. Further, the cited art of Cermok and Balasuriya fails to 
ci| e th i deficiencies of the Archer and Reding combination in suggesting or teaching all of the 
cl imec features in claims 25-32 (which depend from respective independent claim 24). 
Tflerefitre, zprima facie case establishing an obviousness rejection by the proposed combination 
h& notlbeen made. Therefore, the rejections of claims 25-32 should be withdrawn. 
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\ny other statements in the Office Action that are not explicitly addressed herein axe not 
to be admitted. In addition, any and all findings of inherency are traversed as not 
>een shown to be necessarily present Furthermore, any and all findings of well-known 
official notice, or statements interpreted similarly, should not be considered well known 
at 1 tast the specific and particular reason that the Office Action does not include specific 
findings predicated on sound technical and scientific reasoning to support such 
icluslons. 

h light of the foregoing amendments and for at least the reasons set forth above, 
Ajjplics at respectfully submits that all objections and/or rejections have been traversed, rendered 
nd/or accommodated, and that the pending claims are in condition for allowance, 
le reconsideration and allowance of the present application and all pending claims are 
ourteously requested- If, in the opinion of the Examiner, a telephonic conference would 
the examination of this matter, the Examiner is invited to call the undersigned agent at 
3-9500. 
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Respectfully submitted, 



CharlesW.fcH|£ei< 



Reg. No. 47,263 
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II OR! TEMEYER & RISLEY, L.L.P. 

Sil te V, 50 



) GaJ leria Parkway N.W. 
anta Georgia 30339 
0) 9^3-9500 
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